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Abstract 
Informed by current trauma literature, this study explored the relationships between 
Posttraumatic Growth (PTG; Tedeschi & Calhoun, 1995), Posttraumatic Depreciation (PTD; 
Cann et al., 2010) and other post-trauma outcomes including well-being, psychological 
flourishing, and psychological distress.  The predictive utility of PTG and PTD was also 
examined.  The sample comprised 104 trauma survivors who completed the Posttraumatic 
Growth Inventory – 42 (Baker et al., 2008) and several outcome measures.  As expected, 
PTD showed strong linear correlations with well-being, flourishing and distress, and emerged 
as a significant predictor of scores on such measures.  However, PTG showed negligible 
correlations with well-being, flourishing and distress.  This reaffirms that PTG and PTD 
measure conceptually distinct and independent dimensions of experience, which has 
implications for therapeutic practice.  
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Posttraumatic Growth and Posttraumatic Depreciation as Predictors of Psychological 
Adjustment  
The term Posttraumatic Growth (PTG) is defined as positive psychological change 
that results from engaging in the struggle associated with traumatic or highly challenging 
circumstances (Calhoun & Tedeschi, 2001).  It is not the traumatic event itself, but the 
devastation and loss experienced by the survivor that provides motivation to rebuild their 
lives and make positive changes (Tedeschi & Calhoun, 2004).  Implicit in Tedeschi and 
Calhoun‟s (1995) notion of growth is the assumption that PTG is beyond mere survival; it is 
greater psychological and cognitive development, emotional adjustment, and life awareness.  
PTG has been reported following various types of trauma including bereavement, motor-
vehicle accidents, sexual assault (e.g., Shakespeare-Finch & Armstrong, 2010), HIV/AIDS 
(e.g., Siegel &Schrimshaw, 2000), breast cancer, myocardial infarction (e.g., Petrie, Buick, 
Weinman, & Booth, 1999), war (e.g., Britt, Adler, &Bartone, 2001), and refugee experiences 
(e.g., Copping, Shakespeare-Finch, & Paton, 2010).  Research suggests that the majority of 
individuals who experience a traumatic event will report positive life changes (Frazier 
&Kaler, 2006). 
The most widely used self-report measure designed to assess positive post-trauma 
growth is Tedeschi and Calhoun‟s (1996) Posttraumatic Growth Inventory (PTGI).  The 
reliability and validity of this measure has been supported (e.g., Linley, Andrews, & Joseph, 
2007; Tedeschi & Calhoun, 1996; 2004).  Moreover, researchers have found the PTGI to be a 
valid measure of positive post-trauma change within the Australian population (Morris, 
Shakespeare-Finch, Rieck, & Newbery, 2005; Shakespeare-Finch & Enders, 2008).  Despite 
its popularity, researchers (Tomich & Helgeson, 2004; Park & Lechner, 2006) have 
highlighted that the PTGI measures only positive change and prohibits trauma survivors from 
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reporting any negative posttraumatic experiences.  As a result, the likelihood of positive 
response bias is increased and this may inadvertently lead to overly positive self-reports.  
Moreover, attention should be paid to negative posttraumatic outcomes because it has been 
well established that many trauma survivors experience significant psychological distress, 
and that positive and negative sequelae are not likely to be mutually exclusive (e. g., Keane, 
Marshall, & Taft, 2006; Park & Lechner, 2006). 
Park and Lechner (2006) proposed a solution, whereby items assessing post-trauma 
adaptation would be made bipolar in nature.  This meant that each item could be rated in a 
positive or negative direction, allowing survivors to report PTG or Posttraumatic 
Depreciation (PTD; Cann et al., 2010).  Depreciation is best understood as the opposite of 
growth; it is a reduced or impaired sense of psychological adjustment, cognitive development 
and emotional awareness.  A few scales (e.g., Changes in Outlook Questionnaire; Joseph, 
Williams, & Yule, 1993) have been developed to measure both positive and negative post-
trauma changes.  However, Tomich and Helgeson (2004) point out that survivors are still 
forced to choose between growth and depreciation on such measures.  The items do not tap 
identical dimensions, preventing respondents from reporting growth and depreciation 
simultaneously.  While reporting both growth and depreciation seems paradoxical, research 
suggests this is not the case (Park & Lechner, 2006).  For instance, a survivor might report 
closer relationships with some people following a traumatic event but depreciation in their 
relationships with others (Baker, Kelly, Calhoun, Cann, & Tedeschi, 2008).  
Baker and colleagues (2008) developed a measure that allowed trauma survivors to 
report depreciation in the same areas in which they reported growth, known as the 
Posttraumatic Growth Inventory – 42 (PTGI-42).  Baker et al. (2008) adapted the original 
PTGI (Tedeschi & Calhoun, 1996) by duplicating the original 21 items in a negatively 
valanced fashion.  Baker et al. (2008) presented the PTGI-42 as separate scales to 286 
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students.  They found that approximately 27% (range 11-47%) of the students endorsed 
growth and depreciation items simultaneously, however total scores remained higher for PTG 
(M = 47.94) than PTD (M = 16.24).  The PTG and PTD items showed a negligible correlation 
(r = 0.05, p = 0.38), indicating that growth and depreciation were independent experiences.  
Baker et al. (2008) concluded that self-reports of posttraumatic change, which incorporate 
only positively worded (or bipolar) items, most likely miss important information.  More 
recently, Cann, Calhoun, Tedeschi, and Solomon (2010) presented the PTGI-42 (paired 
format) to 118 students.  Like Baker et al. (2008), Cann et al. (2010) found that respondents 
reported both growth and depreciation in the same areas, and that reports of PTG (M = 52.36) 
were significantly higher than PTD (M = 16.38).  Cann et al. (2010) also found a weak 
relationship between the growth and depreciation scores.   
Cann and colleagues (2010) speculated whether PTG and PTD might differentially 
predict other outcome variables associated with trauma, like quality and meaning of life.  
They pointed out that “quality of life and meaning in life are outcomes that are often assumed 
to be related to the posttraumatic growth experience, but the relationships have been 
inconsistent” (Cann et al., 2010, p. 160).  Some researchers have reported no relationship 
between PTG and other posttraumatic outcomes (e.g., Cordova, Cunningham, Carlson, & 
Andrykowski, 2001; Helgeson, Reynolds, & Tomich, 2006), some have reported a linear 
relationship (e.g., Frazier, Conlon, & Glaser, 2001; Frazier, Tashiro, Berman, Steger, & 
Long, 2004), and others still have reported a curvilinear relationship (e.g., Lechner et al., 
2003).  However, such studies were limited because they predicted other posttraumatic 
outcomes on the basis of PTG alone, rather than accounting for PTG and PTD.  Cann and 
colleagues (2010) were interested in using both PTG and PTD as predictors to see whether 
inconsistencies in findings could be clarified by allowing for depreciation.  As expected, they 
found that PTG was significantly positively correlated to quality of life (r= 0.25, p <0.05) and 
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meaning in life (r = 0.30, p <0.05), whereas PTD was significantly negatively correlated with 
quality of life (r = -0.48, p <0.05) and meaning in life (r = -0.42, p <0.05).  Cann and 
colleagues (2010) also found that PTG and PTD were predictive of quality of life and 
meaning in life accounting for 33% and 30% of variability in scores on these measures, 
respectively.  As a result of these findings, Cann et al. (2010) concluded that depreciation as 
well as growth, was related to further psychological adjustment, and both warrant 
investigation following trauma.  The importance of measuring PTD was further highlighted 
by the fact that survivors reported PTG and PTD as independent constructs, with PTD 
accounting for additional variance in post-trauma outcomes over and above that accounted 
for by PTG alone.   
The Current Study 
This study aimed to replicate the findings of Baker et al. (2008) and Cann et al. (2010) 
using an Australian population.  It was the first study to provide validity data for the PTGI-42 
(Baker et al., 2008) in a non-US sample.  Based on previous findings, it was anticipated that 
survivors would report both PTG and PTD although higher levels of PTG were expected.  It 
was also predicted that PTG and PTD would remain independent posttraumatic experiences 
and demonstrate a weak or negligible correlation.  Consistent with Cann et al‟s. (2010) 
findings, it was expected that growth would positively correlate with life satisfaction, well-
being and psychological flourishing, and depreciation would negatively correlate with such 
outcomes.  Building on Cann et al.‟s (2010) research, the current study explored the 
relationships between growth, depreciation, and other maladaptive post-trauma outcomes 
including depression, anxiety and stress.  It was anticipated that growth would negatively 
correlate with such outcomes, and depreciation would positively correlate with depression, 
anxiety and stress.  Furthermore, it was hypothesised that both PTG and PTD would be 
predictive of further psychological adjustment (both adaptive and maladaptive). 
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Method 
Participants 
While 118 trauma survivors were recruited for the study, only 104 were included in 
the final analyses due to missing data.  The sample was comprised of university 
undergraduates and wider community members.  The community sample was collected via a 
convenience sampling method and included family members, friends, and partners of the 
students.  The community sample (n = 28) contained 10 males and 18 females.  Males ranged 
between 17 and 70 years (M = 32.88, SD = 19.22, 95% CI [19.13, 46.65] and females ranged 
between 18 and 60 years (M = 38.58, SD = 13.52, 95% CI [31.87, 45.31].  Almost half of the 
community sample was engaged in some form of full-time employment (42.9%), with the 
most common being retail or sales (10.7%).  The student sample (n = 76) contained 22 males 
and 54 females.  Males ranged from 18 to 43 years (M = 22.72, SD = 6.10, 95% CI [20.01, 
25.42]).  Females ranged from 17 to 47 years (M = 22.17, SD = 6.66, 95% CI [20.35, 24.00]).  
Over half of the students were single (72.4%) and most were enrolled in their first year of 
university (71.1%). 
Materials 
 Participants completed a questionnaire assessing demographic information (i.e., age, 
sex, employment status), the potentially traumatic event (i.e., when the event occurred, the 
nature of the event, and their perception of its severity), the 42-item PTGI (Baker et al., 
2008), the 21-item Depression Anxiety Stress Scales (Lovibond & Lovibond, 1995), the 
Satisfaction with Life Scale (Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffith, 1985), the Psychological 
Flourishing Scale (Diener et al., 2010), and the Scale of Positive and Negative Experience 
(Diener et al., 2010).   
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 Measure of the traumatic event. The definition of a traumatic event was 
extrapolated from the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM-IV-TR; 
American Psychiatric Association, 2000) criteria for Posttraumatic Stress Disorder.  As such, 
a traumatic event was defined as an event that a person “witnessed, or was confronted with, 
that involved actual or threatened death or serious injury or threat to the physical integrity of 
self or others” and that “the person responded to it with intense fear, helplessness, or horror” 
(American Psychiatric Association, 2000, p. 467).  Respondents were provided with this 
definition and asked to indicate whether they had experienced such an event within the past 
five years.  If so, they were asked to describe the event and rate its severity on a 5-point 
Likert scale from 1 (mild) to 5 (extremely severe).  Questionnaires with a severity rating of 
„mild‟ were excluded from analyses.  This acted as a control measure because PTG is an 
outcome of struggling with traumatic circumstances, not lower level or mild stressors 
(Tedeschi & Calhoun, 1996). 
Posttraumatic Growth Inventory (PTGI-42).  The PTGI-42 (Baker et al., 2008) is 
measured on a 6-point Likert scale from 0 (I did not experience this change as a result of my 
crisis) to 5 (I experienced this change to a very great degree as a result of my crisis).  The 
original 21-items of the PTGI (Tedeschi & Calhoun, 1996) were presented first, followed by 
the 21-items designed to measure depreciation.  The measures of PTG and PTD both contain 
five subscales: relating to others, new possibilities, personal strength, spiritual change, and 
appreciation of life.  Total PTG and PTD scores can range between 0 and 105, with higher 
scores indicating greater amounts of growth or depreciation.  According to Baker et al. (2008) 
and Cann et al., (2010), the PTG (α = .90; α = .94) and PTD (α = .89; α = .92) total scores had 
strong internal consistency.  Baker et al. (2008) reported reliability estimates for the growth 
subscales that ranged from α = .72 on the personal strength subscale to α = .85 on the 
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spiritual change subscale.  Reliability estimates for the depreciation subscales ranged from α 
= .59 on the appreciation of life subscale to α = .84 on the new possibilities subscale.  
 Depression Anxiety Stress Scales (DASS-21).  The DASS-21 (Lovibond & 
Lovibond, 1995) contains 21-items rated on a 4-point Likert scale from 0 (did not apply to me 
at all) to 3 (applied to me very much, or most of the time).  It is comprised of three subscales, 
which have demonstrated high internal consistency namely, depression (α = .94), anxiety (α = 
.87) and stress (α = .91) (Antony, Beiling, Cox, Enns, & Swinson, 1998).  Similar reliability 
estimates were found in the current sample: depression (α = .92), anxiety (α = .83), and stress 
(α = .87).  Subscale scores can range between 0 and 42, with higher scores indicating higher 
levels of symptomatology.  
Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS).  The SWLS (Diener et al., 1985) consists of 5-
items measured on a 7-point Likert scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).   
Scores can range from 5 to 35, with higher scores indicating greater life satisfaction.  Diener 
et al. (1985) found the SWLS had good internal consistency (α = .87) and test-retest 
reliability (α = .82) over two months.  The scale showed sound reliability in the current 
sample (α = .86).  
Psychological Flourishing Scale (PFS).  The PFS (Diener et al., 2010) contains 8-
items rated on a 7-point Likert scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).  Scores 
can range between 8 and 56, with greater scores signifying higher levels of psychological 
well-being.  The PFS has demonstrated high internal consistency (α = .87) and test-retest 
reliability (α = .71) across one month (Diener et al., 2010).  Reliability estimates revealed the 
PFS to be a strong measure in the current sample (α = .90).  
Scale of Positive and Negative Experience (SPANE).  The SPANE (Diener et al., 
2010) contains 12-items rated on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 (very rarely or never) to 5 
(very often or always).  The SPANE consists of two subscales, positive and negative 
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experiences.  Scores vary from 6 to 30 on both subscales.  The total SPANE score can be 
calculated by subtracting the negative score from the positive score.  Total scores can range 
between -24 and 24 with higher scores indicating a greater number of positive feelings.  
Diener et al. (2010) found the SPANE had strong internal consistency (α = .89) and stable 
test-retest reliability (α = .68) across one month.  The total SPANE score showed poorer 
internal consistency in the current sample (α = .26), but the positive (α = .85) and negative (α 
= .80) subscales demonstrated moderate to strong reliability.  
Procedure 
 Following ethical approval, students were informed of the project during lecture times 
and those who were interested took a questionnaire.  Included with the questionnaire was a 
participant information sheet which outlined the potential risks and benefits of the study, 
confidentiality, and inclusion / exclusion criteria.  To be eligible to participate the student, or 
someone they knew, was required to have experienced a potentially traumatic event within 
the past five years.  If the student was not the trauma survivor, they were requested to pass on 
the questionnaire to the person who had experienced a potentially traumatic event (e.g., a 
family member, friend, or partner).  Utilising this convenience sampling method resulted in a 
more diverse participant pool that included both students and community members.   
Completed questionnaires were either mailed in a reply post-paid envelope or returned to the 
researchers in a closed envelope.  Participants were made aware that the return of the 
completed questionnaire was an indication of their consent. 
Results 
Preliminary Data Inspection 
 The data was collated and analysed using the IBM Statistical Package for Social 
Sciences (SPSS, version 18).  Initial inspection of the data revealed seven participants who 
had experienced the potentially traumatic event more than five years ago, a further three who 
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had rated the incident as „mildly‟ traumatic, and four who had failed to report a severity 
rating.  These 14 participants were removed before running the analyses, leaving a total of 
104 participants.  According to a Missing Value Analysis, there was missing age data in both 
the student (5.3%) and community samples (10.7%).  In addition, data was missing across the 
two samples on the depreciation items.  The student sample was missing information for item 
seven of the depreciation scale (5.3%), the new possibilities depreciation factor (6.6%), and 
the total depreciation score (6.6%).  Larger amounts of data were missing on these same 
variables in the community sample (21.4%).  The community sample was also missing a 
small number of total growth scores (7.1%).  The remaining missing data in both samples 
was negligible (i.e., < 5%).  According to Little‟s MCAR test, the missing data was missing 
completely at random.  Where possible, missing scores were substituted with the mean of that 
particular variable calculated from other valid responses using Expectation Maximisation 
(Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1998). 
Visual inspection of the data revealed seven outliers on the PTGI-42 (i.e., scores that 
fell outside three standard deviations of the mean).  These scores were altered to reflect the 
next most outlying score plus or minus one.  However, a large amount of the data still 
exceeded acceptable levels of skewness (i.e., skewness z-scores > 3.3).  As such, the data was 
transformed using a log transformation and the main analyses were run using the original, 
untransformed data and the transformed data.  There were no differences in the significance 
of any analyses between the original and transformed data.  Because of this, the original data 
was retained and non-parametric tests were used where appropriate.  
A series of one-way between groups analysis of variances (ANOVAs) were 
conducted in order to determine whether scores on the outcome measures (i.e., PTGI-42, 
DASS-21, SWLS, PFS, and SPANE) differed according to group membership.  As seen in 
Table 1, the results revealed no significant differences in scores on these measures across the 
GROWTH AND DEPRECIATION AS PREDICTORS  12 
 
two samples, providing support for treating both the student and community samples as one 
group. 
 
Table 1 approximately here 
 
Posttraumatic Growth and Posttraumatic Depreciation 
The average time since trauma was 26.21 months (SD = 19.03, 95% CI [22.50, 
29.91]).  The majority of respondents rated the trauma severity as „high‟ (33.7%) or „severe‟ 
(33.7%), followed by „very severe‟ (21.2%) and „moderate‟ (11.5%).  The traumatic events 
reported were grouped into the following categories: (a) motor vehicle or motorcycle accident 
(15.4%), (b) bereavement (23.1%), (c) illness and injury (30.8%).  Other reported traumas, 
which did not adhere to any of the aforementioned groups included attempted suicide, 
assault, natural disaster, robbery, family or legal conflict, and near death experiences.  The 
small sample and lack of power in these categories prevented further analysis.  As a result, 
these types of trauma were collapsed into the „other event‟ (30.8%) category.  All of the 
traumatic events reported were primary traumas (i.e., not “witnessed” events).   
Table 2 shows the means, standard deviations and 95% confidence intervals for the 
growth and depreciation total scores according to type of trauma.  The results revealed no 
significant difference in growth total scores, F(3, 100) = 1.12, p = 0.34, 2 = 0.03, or 
depreciation total scores, F(3, 100) = 1.13, p = 0.34, 2 =  0.03, according to trauma type.  
Together these findings provided support for treating the sample as a whole, rather than 
separating it into a series of discrete trauma type groups. 
 
Table 2 approximately here 
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In the current sample, the PTG (α = .91) and PTD (α = .93) total scores demonstrated 
strong internal consistency.  The five growth and depreciation subscales showed moderate-to-
strong reliability: relating to others (α = .85; α = .87), new possibilities (α = .81; α = .82), 
personal strength (α = .82; α = .80), spiritual change (α = .76; α = .49), and appreciation of 
life (α = .68; α = .57).  A paired samples t-test, with a Bonferroni correction of p = 0.025, 
revealed the PTG and PTD total scores were significantly different, t(103) = 16.24, p < 0.001, 
d = 2.09, 95% CI [34.98, 44.71] with the respondents reporting (on average) higher levels of 
PTG than PTD.  Please refer to Table 3 for Spearman‟s Rho correlation coefficients for the 
growth and depreciation total scores, as well as the five PTGI-42 subscales.  As can be seen 
in Table 3, few of the growth and depreciation subscales showed a strong correlation.  
Moreover, the correlation between the growth total score and depreciation total score was 
small and not statistically significant, r(104) = 0.10, p >0.05. 
 
Table 3 approximately here 
 
Psychological Adjustment and Satisfaction with Life 
 Table 4 shows the means, standard deviations and 95% confidence intervals for the 
measures of psychological adjustment.   
 
Table 4 approximately here 
 
Table 5 presents the DASS-21 severity ratings for all three subscales.  Together these 
tables suggest the sample was (on average) psychologically well adjusted and satisfied with 
life.  The majority of the sample fell within the „normal‟ range for depression (50.0%), 
GROWTH AND DEPRECIATION AS PREDICTORS  14 
 
anxiety (42.3%) and stress (46.2%), and mean scores on the SWLS (M = 23.8), PFS (M = 
44.3) and SPANE positive subscale (M = 23.0) were moderately high.   
 
Table 5 approximately here 
 
Spearman‟s Rho correlation coefficients for the measures of psychological adjustment 
and PTGI-42 subscales are also shown in Table 3. There were no statistically significant 
correlations between the growth subscales and measures of psychological adjustment.  
However, the majority of the depreciation subscales were moderately-to-strongly correlated 
with these measures.   
Posttraumatic Depreciation as a Predictor of Other Posttraumatic Outcomes 
A series of regressions were performed to determine whether PTD subscale scores 
were predictive of scores on the DASS-21, SWLS, PFS and SPANE.  When entered together, 
PTD subscale scores were a significant predictor of scores on most of the aforementioned 
measures (see Table 6).  The only exception was that the five PTD subscales were not 
predictive of scores on the positive subscale of the SPANE F(5, 103) = 1.64, p = 0.16.  For 
those regression models that were significant, the depreciation subscales explained between 
14% and 32% of the variability within the scores.  No PTD subscale made a statistically 
significant or unique contribution.  
 
Table 6 approximately here 
 
Discussion 
 As predicted, the respondents reported depreciation in the same areas in which they 
reported growth.  This finding reflects that of Baker et al. (2008) and Cann et al. (2010), and 
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indicates that both negative and positive post-trauma changes can co-exist.  As hypothesised 
the respondents reported significantly higher levels of growth than depreciation, with the 
difference between these scores representing a large effect.  Together these results provide 
further support for developing measures that incorporate both positive and negative post-
trauma changes, and measures that allow respondents to report these changes in the same 
domains.  Additional support for developing such measures comes from the relatively weak 
correlation (r = 0.10) between the PTG and PTD scores, suggesting that these experiences 
remain independent of one another.  It appears that the growth and depreciation items of the 
PTGI-42 (Baker et al., 2008) measure something unique, and are not simply at opposite ends 
of a continuum with PTG on one end and PTD on the other.  The respondents did not have 
any difficulty endorsing both positive and negative changes.  Therefore, asking survivors to 
report on only PTG or PTD would result in an inaccurate account of post-trauma change.  
 As expected, depreciation was moderately-to-strongly negatively correlated with life 
satisfaction and psychological flourishing, and acted as a significant predictor of scores on 
these measures.  However, growth showed only weak positive correlations with the measures 
of life satisfaction and flourishing which is inconsistent with previous findings.  As 
mentioned earlier, Cann and colleagues (2010) found that PTG and PTD were both predictive 
of quality of life and meaning in life, whereas only PTD emerged as a significant predictor of 
similar posttraumatic outcomes in the current study.  This discrepancy in findings may be 
partly due to the different measures used.  Cann et al. (2010) assessed positive post-trauma 
outcomes through an adaptation of the Quality of Life Index (Ferrans & Powers, 1985) and 
the Meaning in Life Questionnaire (Steger, Frazier, Oishi, & Kaler, 2006).  This study used 
the Satisfaction with Life Scale (Diener, 1985), Psychological Flourishing Scale (Diener et 
al., 2010) and Scale of Positive and Negative Experience (Diener et al., 2010).  It is also 
possible that the respondents were not exposed to traumas of a severe enough nature to 
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stimulate true PTG.  The lack of a standardised measure of trauma severity is a shortcoming 
of this study and one that could be rectified in future research.  
The current study expanded on previous research by exploring the relationships 
between PTG / PTD and maladaptive post-trauma outcomes including depression, anxiety 
and stress.  The inclusion of maladaptive post-trauma outcomes could account for the 
conflicting results as this was overlooked in Cann et al.‟s (2012) research.  It is important to 
consider negative posttraumatic outcomes because many survivors of trauma experience 
significant psychological distress as well as growth (e.g., Keane, Marshall, & Taft, 2006).  As 
predicted, depreciation was moderately positively correlated with distress and other negative 
experiences, whereas growth did not correlate with such outcomes.  Again, depreciation 
emerged as a significant predictor of negative posttraumatic experiences and growth did not.  
These findings reaffirm the contention that PTG and PTD are measuring conceptually distinct 
and independent dimensions of experience that have a range of association with other post-
trauma outcomes.  
 This study was the first to use the PTGI-42 (Baker et al., 2008) within an Australian 
population.  It was also the first to explore depreciation amongst survivors of trauma, rather 
than individuals who had suffered lower level or mild stressors, and the first to incorporate 
broader community members as well as university students.  Therefore, it was not surprising 
that the current authors found some different results from previous research (e.g., Cann et al., 
2010).   Despite the aforementioned methodological strengths, future research could benefit 
from a replication of the study with a larger sample, drawn from a variety of sites.  Future 
research could also benefit from presenting the growth and depreciation items 
simultaneously, then again with a time lag to assess test-retest reliability.  As noted in Baker 
et al‟s. (2008) study, presenting both types of items at the same time might have created a 
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contrast effect.  In addition, further research using the paired-format of the PTGI-42 is 
warranted. 
Until recently, trauma researchers focussed on the negative sequelae of trauma.  The 
pursuit to understand what goes wrong, how trauma can manifest, what might assist in 
recovery, and if we can predict who will cope well (or not so well) with extremely adverse 
events has been important for many reasons, particularly in the development of intervention 
strategies.  However, this focus has largely happened at the expense of examining possible 
predictors of well-being, resilience and growth.  The last two decades has seen researchers 
pay more attention to positive changes and as such, has brought some balance to the 
literature.  However, a solely positive focus is also insufficient.  This study adds to an 
emerging perspective that explicitly recognises post-trauma outcomes as being far more 
complex than an either/or dichotomy (e.g., Baker et al., 2008; Cann et al., 2010; Linley & 
Joseph, 2004; Shakespeare-Finch & Armstrong, 2010).  The approach taken is to more fully 
examine post-trauma outcomes of survivors, their depreciation and their growth.  Attending 
to one or the other provides an inaccurate account of survivors‟ true post-traumatic 
experiences and hence, may not be the best research to inform practice.  
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Table 1 
ANOVA Summary Table for Outcome Measures According to Group Membership 
Measure df F p 
PTG 
Relating to Others 
New Possibilities 
Personal Strength 
Spiritual Change 
Appreciation of Life 
Total 
 
1, 102 
1, 102 
1, 102 
1, 102 
1, 102 
1, 102 
 
3.40 
0.01 
0.60 
0.34 
0.15 
1.18 
 
0.07 
0.99 
0.44 
0.56 
0.70 
0.30 
PTD 
Relating to Others 
New Possibilities 
Personal Strength 
Spiritual Change 
Appreciation of Life 
Total 
 
1, 102 
1, 102 
1, 102 
1, 102 
1, 102 
1, 102 
 
0.67 
0.03 
0.40 
0.21 
0.67 
0.06 
 
0.42 
0.86 
0.53 
0.65 
0.42 
0.81 
DASS-21 
Depression 
Anxiety 
Stress 
 
1, 102 
1, 102 
1, 102 
 
0.16 
0.00 
1.02 
 
0.69 
0.96 
0.32 
SWLS 1, 102 0.18 0.67 
PFS 1, 102 0.44 0.51 
SPANE 
Positive 
Negative 
Total 
 
1, 102 
1, 102 
1, 102 
 
0.01 
0.65 
0.17 
 
0.91 
0.42 
0.68 
Note. PTG = Posttraumatic Growth; PTD = Posttraumatic Depreciation; DASS-21 = 
Depression Anxiety Stress Scales; SWLS = Satisfaction with Life Scale; PFS = 
Psychological Flourishing Scale; SPANE = Scale of Positive and Negative Experience. 
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Table 2 
PTGI-42 Growth and Depreciation Total Scores According to Type of Trauma 
 PTG Scores PTD Scores 
Trauma Type M (SD) 95% CI M (SD) 95% CI 
MVA/MCA 
Bereavement 
Illness/Injury 
Other  
54.56 (22.40) 
63.98 (18.85) 
54.93 (21.22) 
58.51 (18.43) 
[42.63, 66.50] 
[56.02, 71.94] 
[47.28, 62.58] 
[51.86, 65.14] 
12.11 (15.75) 
17.75 (18.38) 
17.76 (15.66) 
22.09 (20.44) 
[3.72, 20.50] 
[9.98, 25.51] 
[12.12, 23.41] 
[14.72, 29.46] 
Note.PTG = posttraumatic growth; PTD = posttraumatic depreciation; MVA = motor vehicle 
accident; MCA = motorcycle accident. 
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Table 3 
Spearman’s Rho Correlation Coefficients for PTGI-42, DASS, SWLS, PFS and SPANE 
 
Note. PTG F1 = Relating to Others; PTG F2 = New Possibilities; PTG F3 = Personal Strength; PTG F4 = Spiritual Change; PTG F5 = Appreciation of Life; PTG Total = Posttraumatic 
Growth Total Score; PTD F1 = Relating to Others; PTD F2 = New Possibilities; PTD F3 = Personal Strength; PTD F4 = Spiritual Change; PTD F5 = Appreciation of Life; PTD Total = 
Posttraumatic Depreciation Total Score; DASS-D = DASS Depression; DASS-A = DASS Anxiety; DASS-S = DASS Stress; SWLS = Satisfaction with Life Scale; PFS = Psychological 
Flourishing Scale; SPANE-P = Scale of Positive and Negative Experience Positive Subscale; SPANE-N = Scale of Positive and Negative Experience Negative Subscale; SPANE Total = 
Scale of Positive and Negative Experience Total Score. 
**p< 0.001. *p< 0.05. Listwise N = 104. 
 PTG 
F1 
PTG 
F2 
PTG 
F3 
PTG 
F4 
PTG 
F5 
PTG 
Total 
PTD 
F1 
PTD 
F2 
PTD 
F3 
PTD 
F4 
PTD 
F5 
PTD 
Total 
Dep Anx Str SWLS PFS SPANE-
P 
SPANE-
N 
SPANE 
Total 
PTG F1 -- .51** .54** .36** .55** .83** -.03 .07 .01 .10 .11 .02 .00 -.01 -.03 .15 .15 .14 -.02 .11 
PTG F2  -- .61** .40** .60** .80** .27** .17 .13 .23* .14 .23* .07 -.03 -.04 .03 -.10 -.00 .14 -.07 
PTG F3   -- .42** .54** .80** .07 .04 -.20* .28 .13 .00 .05 .01 .04 .11 .05 .10 .04 .04 
PTG F4    -- .39** .61** .14 .09 .10 .01 .19 .12 .05 -.03 -.00 .11 .07 .12 .05 .06 
PTG F5     -- .75** .16 .12 .06 .08 .05 .11 .05 .00 -.03 .02 .01 .01 .09 -.02 
PTG Total      -- .12 .11 .00 .11 .15 .10 .03 -.03 -.05 .13 .06 .11 .03 .07 
PTD F1       -- .74** .78** .48** .63** .91** .53** .33** .35** -.40** -.39** -.12 .28** -.25* 
PTD F2        -- .78** .50** .80** .89** .57** .38** .24* -.52** -.54** -.27** .39** -.39** 
PTD F3         -- .53** .65** .90** .50** .32** .32** -.44** -.44** -.20* .37** -.36** 
PTD F4          -- .47** .61** .35** .24* .24* -.32** -.20* -.07 -.25* -.21* 
PTD F5           -- .80** .52** .34** .23* -.38** -.44** -.21** .37** -.36** 
PTD Total            -- .59** .37** .32** -.49** -.49** -.22* .37** -.36** 
DASS-D             -- .59** .69** -.54** -.52** -.39** .56** -.56** 
DASS-A              -- .70** -.32** -.21* -.07 .37** -.27** 
DASS-S               -- -.30** -.19** -.17 .44** -.37** 
SWLS                -- .68** .48** -.44** .53** 
PFS                 -- .58** -.39** .55** 
SPANE-P                  -- -.51** .84** 
SPANE-N                   -- -.88** 
SPANE 
Total 
                   -- 
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Table 4 
DASS-21, SWLS, PFS and SPANE Summary Data  
Measure M (SD) 95% CI 
DASS-21 
Depression 
Anxiety  
Stress 
 
12.50 (12.00) 
11.45 (10.03) 
17.31 (10.38) 
23.81 (6.34) 
44.31 (7.37) 
6.17 (7.47) 
23.00 (4.03) 
16.83 (4.33) 
 
[10.16, 14.83] 
[9.48, 13.39] 
[15.29, 19.33] 
[22.57, 25.04] 
[44.31, 45.75] 
[4.74, 7.62] 
[22.22, 23.78] 
[15.98, 17.67] 
SWLS 
PFS 
SPANE 
Positive 
Negative 
Note. DASS-21 = Depression Anxiety Stress Scales; SWLS = Satisfaction with Life Scale; 
PFS = Psychological Flourishing Scale; SPANE = Scale of Positive and Negative 
Experience. 
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Table 5 
Summary Data for DASS-21 Severity Ratings  
DASS-21 Severity Ratings Frequency Percentage 
Depression 
Normal (0-9) 
Mild (10-13) 
Moderate (14-20) 
Severe (21-27) 
Extremely Severe (>28) 
 
52 
13 
16 
8 
15 
 
50.0 
12.5 
15.4 
7.7 
14.4 
Anxiety 
Normal (0-7) 
Mild (8-9) 
Moderate (10-14) 
Severe (15-19) 
Extremely Severe (>20) 
 
44 
6 
23 
12 
19 
 
42.3 
5.8 
22.1 
11.5 
18.3 
Stress 
Normal (0-14) 
Mild (15-18) 
Moderate (19-25) 
Severe (26-33) 
Extremely Severe (34) 
 
48 
19 
11 
15 
11 
 
46.2 
18.3 
10.6 
14.4 
10.6 
Note. DASS-21 = Depression Anxiety Stress Scales. 
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Table 6 
Regression Models with PTD Subscale Scores as the Predictors 
Dependent Variable R
2
 df F 
DASS Depression 0.32 5, 103 9.29** 
DASS Anxiety 0.14 5, 103 3.13* 
DASS Stress 0.19 5, 103 4.49* 
SWLS 0.22 5, 103 5.60** 
PFS 0.22 5, 103 5.64** 
SPANE Negative 0.18 5, 103 4.33* 
SPANE Total 0.14 5, 103 3.31* 
Note. PTD = Posttraumatic Depreciation; DASS-21 = Depression Anxiety Stress Scales; 
SWLS = Satisfaction with Life Scale; PFS = Psychological Flourishing Scale; SPANE = 
Scale of Positive and Negative Experience. 
**p< 0.001. *p<0.05.   
 
